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UBC, SBC, BOCA/NBC => IBC

« Changes in seismic design ground motions

» Changes in seismic design category definitions
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 What are the effects of these changes on
seismic design => building vulnerability => costs & losses?
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Approach SBC => IBC

« Changes in seismic design ground motions

» Changes in seismic design category definitions
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Approach: SBC => IBC
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Design Spectra: SBC vs IBC

(Site Class D or Soil Type 4)
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Capacity Curves: Mid-rise Concrete Building (C1M)
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Building Response
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Fragility Curves

(SBC'99 SPC: D & 1BC’03 sSDC: D)

C1M, SEC vs IBC
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Fragility Curves

(SBC'99 SPC: C & 1BC’'03 SDC: D)
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Future Work

Any suggestions
&
comments
are welcome!
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